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Assistant Manager for Transition 

Department of Encrgy 
Rocky Flats office 
P.O. Box 928 
Goldcn, Colorado 80402-0928 

Dear Mr. Hartman: 

and Environmental Restdon 

* 

As you requested, the Fish and Wildlife Service (Servicc) X Z V ~ Z W ~ C ~  the proporcd outuJ~e for 
the Standley Lake Yrotettion Project (Project) Biological Asscssment (Assessment). Ovedl,  
based on the headings, thc outline appears to includc the neceSSary inforination. We are 
providing you with handwritten margin comments on the documcnL and wc cmphasizc the 
following: 

-Sm 50 CFR 402.12 (f) for a description of items which should bc: considcrod for 
inclusion in thc Project Assessment. 

-A written rcqucst for a list of k t c n c d  or endangcrcd species which may occur in 
the proposed Project arca should be made: to thc CoIorado Statc Office (50 CFR 
402.12 (c).). 

-The Service cannot ovtrcmphaGze the value of a very complck Project description. 

-The Asscssrnent should includc description of potential impacts from construction 
activities as wcll 8s potential impacts from conlaminant cxyosu~:. 

-Thc Service supports proposed activjfics andfor projects which ncourage species to 
utilizc “unconlaminatcd ’  at^^. However,. "uncontaminated arcs’ should be 
supported by data which indicate bat habitats and prcy an: uncontaminated. 

-The Scrvicc supports the emplusis to sever exposure pathwdys for thrmtcned and 
endangered species. A thorougb description of how or why specific yitthways arc 
severed or eliminated will be neccsSary b detr;mline the value of thtsc actions. 

,, .. ,. . ,.... ,, . .... .?” ... . ...? /I... 
, . .. . . .  : .._.-. . :,j:,,t;,,: t:.: .i’ ;-; . . . . .i .. . ..... 



Mr. James K. Hartman 

The S c m i ~ ~  apprecfatts the opportunity KI review this donuneat, and wc look forward to 
rcyitwing the Project t i s s s m c n t  In the inkrim, if you have qocstions ngarding thcsc 
comments or would U c  addilional informatiw, 
(303)B 1-5280. 

confact Andrew Archutcta at 

endosun: (BA outline w/comments) 



U.S. FISH Ah’D*MilidLIFE SERT’ICE 
COMMENTS ON STANDLEY LAKE PROTECTION PROJECT (SLPP) 

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OUTLINE 

Sections 1.3 and 1.4: See 50 CFR 402.12(f) for contents to be considered for inclusion in 
a biologkal assessment. Also, on Note: Sections 1.3 and 1.4 should also relate to the 
operation of the project facilities and components. 

Section 2.0: The more complete and detailed description, the better. This section should 
also include a description of the expected TBrE species habitat impacts from construction 
activities. 

Section 3.4: Include a description of seasonal discharge flow scenarios. 

Section 4.0: See 50 CFR 402.12(c). DOE/RFO is sending a written request for the 
species or proposed species of concern to the Colorado state office. 

Section 4.3.2.4: Possible species include: Whooping crane, and whooping crane critical 
habitat in Nebraska; Interior Least Tern; Piping Plover; Pallid Sturgeon; Prairie White- 
Fringed Orchid; American Burying Beetle; Peregrine Falcon; and Bald Eagle. 

Section 5.2: Include a description of potential routes and pathways of exposure, and 
consider effects to TBrE species as well as in the prey bases. Also include biotic and 
abiotic data that show uncontaminated habitats and/or prey bases to the extent they 
currently exist, and to what extent this is expected to change (for the better, Le., positive 
impacts as a result of the project). 

Section 5.3: Include bald eagle eaglets, as well as adults. (This is to show that the prey 
bases to be fed to bald eagle chicks will not become contaminated as a result of the 
project; hopefully, the prey base will be improved thru the habitat enhancement plan.) 

Section 6.1 : Are there any typical or seasonally routine activities that may increase a 
species exposure? 

Section 6.3: Also describe seasonal activities/movements of species of concern that will 
affect this scheduling. (Bald eagles, peregrines, maybe Preble’s jumping mouse) 

Section 6.3: Describe route of exposure during this period. If these conditions are 
expected during certain times of the year, describe the species activities at these times 
(Le., present or about breeding season, etc., and probably a statement that the cities will 
manage the project components to preclude adverse effect to T&E.) 

Section 7: The wildlife habitat enhancement plan is to encourage T&E use of 
uncontaminated or other habitat areas in the vicinity of Standley Lake. Because these 
areas may be in OU 3, the Service encourages data that supports the claim that 
“enhanced“ areas are not contaminated. (Rather than saying the areas are not 
contaminated, the Cities should focus on the idea that they don’t pose a threat to the 
health and well-being of TGrE species. We suggest that Jeffco Open Space be contacted 
to see if they have records on the open space lands to be used for enhancement areas, and 
use the information on prior land use to make assumptions for this. Also, some OU-3 rad 
data may be available to support this.) 
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Standley Lake Protection Project 
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2.0 Project Description 
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Standley Lake Protection Project 
"Biological Analysis" Outline 

1 .O Introduction 
1 . 1  

1.2 

. Purpose of  the S W P  

Proposed Facilities and Project Components 

1.2.1 Facilities 
. 1.2.1.1 Woman Creek Reservoir 
1.2.1.2 WCR-GWR Pipeline 
1.2.1.3 Kinnear Ditch Pipeline 
1.2.1. n (Other Facilities as appropriate) 

1.2.2 Components , 

1.2.2.1 Water Rights Sales and Arrangements (Other) 

1.2.2.2 Land Use (e.g. Acquisitions, Leases, etc.) 1 db*9'' 

1.2.2.3 Relationships to OU3 

1.3 Objectives and Scope of "Biological Analysis" see so C F R  ro2+ 

Cor Co~tcu..(-=l +- b e  
( - o , J ; r l c I L X  Gr Aclhl SA- 3 .  .- - n:e (c tz : c -<  r 4 s r e c u *  

1.4 Components of "Biological Analysis" 
Y .m *(Note: 891.3 and 1.4 should relate to the Project Facilities and Components) 

2.0 Project Description - T k <  u o r e  c,hy(e4c c k4u-  
SCC 5 I! rt; 'A &\* k + W -  

2.1 Description of Project Purpose 

2.2 Description of Project Facilities 

2.2. I Woman Creek Reservoir 

2.2.1.1 Pump Station 

2.2.1.2 WCR-GWR Pipeline 
... . 

2.2.2 Kinnear Ditch Pipeline a 

' 2.2.2.1 

2.2.2.2 

2.2.2.n 

i k P 0 - h  

Water Intakes and Headgates 

Water Discharge Outlet(s) 

(Other) 
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3.0 System Operations 

3.1 Low Flows (stagnant water issues, etc.) 

3.2 Typical-Moderate Flows 

3.3 High Flows 5 e a - 5 0 h ~ -  4'f*d 

3.4 Expected Operational Flow Scenarjos - f> M: 05 C<:P.+:'" O 

3.5 Routine Operational Activities 

FederalandStateSpeciesofConcern - ++ &(;gtfi tcacscc+ c j c  -r+r r p c  -;ts 

4.1 (Reproduce the Federal listed species of concern from 
EG&G's updated version of, "Sensitive Species With Potential To Occur 

S e t  &/i c o  YO2#12(C )*  
4.0 

p m p a * . C  sf., $ L * d L A I . C  PIa-4-c i-a +xi 
CI lard Lo  s4--k O C C C  

At RFP," iost-3 August 93) 

(Reproduce State Candidate species of concern from EG&G's 
updated version of, "Sensitive Species With Potential TO Occur At 

4.2 

RFP," post-3 August 93) 

'r. IF A 5 c q c  0- 

4.3.2 Selected Federal/State Species of Concern 
ro:,: ( F\:rgcd  occc:k 
&.VC(I ' C'A ' a&#*:"> G+'ciC 4.3.2.1 Ute ladies tresses orchid 

4.3.2.2 Peregrine falcon e g c k  &bI/h 

/ --" --o-- tr- 
PIatte River Species of Concern 

4.3.2.3 

4.3.2.4 
;,:y, * .:- :- 

. . 4.3.2.5. ' Mexican spotted owl _.37.yd:; $.:=<:.2- . -2.)". : . . . I 

c . .  . .> . .  . .. . 
4.3.2.6 Preble's meadow jumping mouse 

4.3.2.7 Southwestern willow flycatcher 

4.3.2.n (Others...?) 
1 .  

"(NOTE: Mexican spotted ow1, Preble's, and Southwestern willow flycatcher may be 
able to be eliminated from consideration; however, there may also be additional species 
that cannot yet be eliminated from consideration based on the route of Kinnear Ditch 
Pipeline and the habitats it may traverse) 

3 
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5.0 Potential Contaminants of Concern 

. 5.1 Potential Contaminants . 

5.1.1 Radionuclides 

5.1.2 Inorganics 

5.1.3 Organics 
J pa-+--(: 3. scr: 4.' -- 5.2 Potential for Exposure and Adverse Ecological Effects t- f-+-T 

p&k' .$ Q k f U  

co,,:&- n$&oc4-- .ts m - 6  
'pLc;@'  U S  - a 4 5  ?<r 

5.3 

Project Features That Limit k x p o s ~ k  Selected Species of Concern 

Potential Toxicity To Selected Species of Conccrn -4- * e-- 
aL+:~+*~ b b.ld teg/e3 a d - h  u 9 f L f - - -  
2'~ CLC fkd 6.0 

6.1.1 Bald eagle 

6.1 .n (Others...?) 

:.* 

6.2 construction Activities and Scheduling That Limit Exposure TO Q - C : " ' f : , p 4 A M  
d: - q e - * s  .$ Selected Species of Concern 

c u r  -. 0 I= 

6.2.1 Typical Fiows and Water Quality That Restrict Exposure 

6.2.1.1 Bald eagle 
. -  

- - Physical 
ChemicaURadiologicd 

L Biologicd 

6.2.1 .n (Others ... ?) 

6.2.2 TypicaI Human Activities Leading To Rcstrjcted Exposures 

6.2.2.1 Bald eagle 

6.2.2.n (Others ... ?) 
.. _I --.= .- 7 ...._... *'.i'̂ .- . y7., --.,$ . . .  . . .  

c -  . I  . 

6.3 Potential or Suspected contamination or Low Flow Conditions - 
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63.2 Human Responses 

. 6.3.2.1 Bald eagle 

6.3.2.n (Others ... ?) 

6.4 (Responses) To Known System Contamination 

6.4.1 (Typical) Responses 

6A1.1 Bald eagle 

- Physical - Chemical/Radiological - B iologicd 
I 

6.4.11 (Others ... ?) 

6.4.2 Human Responses 

- J 

o d 4  be 

7.2 Grassland (Prairie dog and other terrestrial habitats) 

7.3 Standley Lake Area 

8.1.1 Project Features Limiting Exposure 

8.1.2 Exposure Assessment 

8.1.3 .Risk Assessment 

Literature References 
. .-I .. . ..- . 
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